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1. During 1967, changes in San Francisco's housing supply were small when 
viewed in relation to the total housing inventory. 

2. New construction in 1967 added only 1,297 units, the lowest level of 
production recorded over “the past seven "years. 

3. High construction costs, a scarcity of vacant land, and the tight money 
market have contributed to the slowdown of residential construction in 
San Francisco. 

4. The largest net 1 Increase in units occurred in buildings of twenty units 
or more. 

5. Construction of low- and moderate- income housing both by private and 
public action has been insufficient to meet the needs of families 
living in substandard housing. 

6. In 1967, demolitions increased by 29 percent over the number of unites 
demolished in 1966, There were 523 units demolished in 1967 as com- 
pared to 404 in 1966. This high rate of demolition, when combined with 
the low rate of construction, accounts for the small net increase in 
housing units for 1967. 


7. Public actions account for 39 percent of the 523 units demolished last 
year. 

8. Changes in the housing inventory by districts show substantial variations 

in activity within San Francisco. 

( « 

9. Current deficiencies in construction indicate that new housing development 
must be vigorously pursued, especially at moderate and low- income levels. 

10. A continual assessment of the City's housing needs, policies, and programs 
must be carried out if San Francisco .is to alleviate current housing 
problems . 


1 


INTRODUCTION 1 

This report is the, sec ond of a series of studies. -published annually by the 
Department of City Planning describing the changes in the_ San Francisco hocusing 
inventory. A purpose of these studies is to provide interested public agencies 
and private interests with continually updated information concerning varia- 
tions in the housing supply as a result of new construction, demolition, and 
conversion activities. Perhaps more important, information of this nature can 
and should be of major significance in the establishment and carrying out of 
public policies and programs in relation to the provision of housing to meet 
the needs of the City and its people. In this regard, it should be a Signifi- 
cant aid to public' decision-making at the legislative and administrative levels 
of city government. 

As a continuation of the series initiated by the study of "Changes in the 
San Francisco Housing Inventory 1960-1966," this report builds upon the data 
provided therein by inclusion of comparable housing data for 1967. 

The findings of these studies of housing stock changes have proven useful 
for a number of purposes. To date, the results have been used in the Bay Area 
Transportation Study, the Mayor* s 1967 "Report on Housing in San Francisco," 
the Bay Area Systems Simulation, and most recently the "Wisconsin Street 
Housing Study." 

The staff of the Department of City Planning has proposed an expansion of 
its housing information and policy functions at the recommendation of the 
Mayor's office. 'If requests for additional staff and funds are approved, the 
Department will augment its current housing reports with related information 
such as studies of vacancy rates, rent-price indexes, housing conditions, and 
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f 'Mma.nd. This kind of information will be useful to both public and private 

concerns by providing an informed, reliable basis for housing policy decisions. 

r 

The statistics in this report are derived frpm the records of the Bureau 
of Building Inspection and Central Permit Bureau of the Department of Public 
Works. Without the co-operation of the above staffs, this study could not 
have been carried out. 1 *■ ' 
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SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING PROFILE 

. ' w * 

a 

- * * “ 

For a broader* Understanding of current housing* trends , it is- helpful 66 
review briefly the status of. the housing inventory' in 1960 and 1966. For 
this purpose. Table 1 summarizes the composition of- the .housing, inventory 
in 1960 and 1966 and indicates the percentage; increase in the supply by 
structure type. These figures show an overall growth of 6 percent in the 
housing inventory during the six-year period, with the most notable increase 
occurring in structures of five or more units. A detailed discussion of the 
changes and trends during this period can be found in the report, "Changes in 
the San Francisco Housing Inventory 1960-1966 v 


Table 1 

San Francisco Housing Stock, 1960 and 1966 

t 


Structure Type 





Percent Increase 
1960 .to 1966 

Single family 

. 110', 236 

36 

112,307 

34 

2 

2 

37,973 

12 

38,223 

12 

0.6 

3-4 

31,546 

10 

32,513 

10 

3 

5-9 

33,216 

11 

37,006 

11 

11.4 

10 or more 

97,565 

31 

109,551 

33 

12 

Total 

310,5^6 

100 

329,600 

100 

6 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1968. 


4 









1967, the changes in the housing supply were relatively insignifi- 
viewed in relation to the whole, inventory. In total, the net, inc„reasi 
housing supply amounted to only 721 units or about four- tenths of one 
it of the entire housing inventory. This small net increase is the dif- 
:e between the number of units constructed and the number demolished, 
luding those units gained or lost through conversions or alterations to 

structures. Table 2 indicates the net change in structures and .units 

i 

Structure type. 


Table 2 


Net Change in Housing Structures and Units, 1967 


Number of Structures 

Number of Units 

33 

33 

-6 

-12 



-1/ 

-3 

7 

28 

-10 

-79 

• 

i 

15 

191 

5 

616 

0 

-53 

43 

721 




New construction minus demhlitions, plus or minus conversions. 


Source: San Francisco Department .of City Planning, l,9 a 68.. 
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Adding these figures to the number- of units in the inventory in 1966 (see 
Table 1) produces the updated inventory for 1967 shown-* in Table With the 
exception of increases in. structures of ten or more, units , the changes- in. the 
composition of the housing inventory in 1967 are negligible. 


Table 3 

San Franc isco-Housing Stock, December 31, 1967 


Structure Type 

Number of Units 

Percent 

Percent Increase 
1960 to 1967 ; 

Single family 

112,340 

34 , 

2 

2 

38,210 

12 

1 . * 

3-4 

. 32,538 

10 

3. 

5-9 

36,927 

11 

U i 

10 or more 

110,305 

33 

13 

Total 

330,320 

. . 100A 

<?.4 


£ -A 

Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1968 


n 

The .relatively small net increase in the housing inventory in 1967 can be 
attributed to a substantial slowdown in new construction. without a corresponding 
decrease in demolition activity. As the following analysis of construction' 
activity will show, .residential building, in San. Francisco has b^en* decreasing 
steadily over the past three years. These findings are 'confirmed by the U. S. «• 
Department* of f Commerce in its. analysis of building permits issued 'in' 1967 in 
the nine-county Bay Area. According to its report, "Increases in residential 
activity occurred in all counties except Marin, San Francisco, and Sonoma. 
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Santa Clara continued :as the leading county." , Apparently the .tight money 
sarket has had a greater effect .upon construction activity in San Francisco 
than in the other counties .in .the Bay .area due to higher costs of construction 
and vacant land. 1 

New Construction. 1967 

Production of new housing is a primary means of improving the living con- 
ditions of the City's population. New construction expands the housing supply 

“ * ' ~ r ’ 

to accommodate newly formed households an£ persons moving into the City. Ideally, 
it also provides~fcn 'Opportunity for some household's' to~V5Sttte Older, poorer 
quality housing. These vacated dwellings, in turn, become a potential resource 

for other families unable to afford new housing. For housing to "filter down" 

< f 

to lower income households in this manner^ it is required that the housing 

supply increase faster than the growth of households. In other words, there 

1 o 

must be a sufficient supply of vacancies, to provide families an opportunity, 
to improve their housing conditions. In San Francisco, t^here I s evidence that 
the housing supply is n<?t expanding rapidly enough to accommodate many hQuse- 
holds, especially moderate- and low- income families. ^ 

i 

From 1960-1966, 23,130 housing-units were constructed- inr San- Francisco. 

Last year, according to records Of the Department" of Public Wbrks, ~Uti addl- 

O V . w J i, 

tional 1,297 new units were certified as final completions. This addition to 
the housing inventory was significantly below the average for /the six previous 
years. As the data ,in Table .4 indicates, the number of ,unip$ constructed in 


U.S. Department of Commerce, "Construction Reports," San Francisco Field 
Office, January, 1960. 
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Francisco has steadily declined since 1964, the peak year in construction 
tivity. The number of units constructed in 1967 amounted to less than one- 

* i 

If the number constructed in the previous year, and less than one- third of 
number constructed ip 1?64 j o Thus, thg sharpest decline has, occurred^ over 

past year. * 

\ * 

Table 4 

Residential Construction, 1960-1967 
Number and Percent of Structures and Units by Year 


Percent 



No. of Structures 


No. of Units 

f 

1960 

728 

12.7 

1,850 

'£961 

794- 

13.8 

2,360- 

i 

1962 

866 * 

15.1 

3,483 

1963 

982 

17.3 

3,552 

1964 

880. 

15*3. 

4,638 

1965 

751 

13.1 

4,253 

1966 

482 

3,4 

3, goo 

1967 

247 

4.3 

1,297 

Total 

5,730 

100.0 

■24 , 433 • 



■ 100.0 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1968, 


Following a pattern consistent, with construction trends from 1960-1966, 
construction* in 1967 was k concentrated in certain structure types. Table 5 
shows the number* of structures and units constructed by type pf structure. 
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Table 5 


Residential Construction^ 1967 

Number and Percent of Structures and Units by Structure Type 


Structure Type 

No. of Structures 

Percent 

No. of Units 

'Percent 

Single family 

171 

69.5 

171 

13.2 

2 

15 

10.2 

50' - 

3.3 

3 

r* 

o 

3.2 

24 

- 1.3 

4 

10 

4.1 

40 

3.1 

5-9 

*11 ’ 

4.5 

69 

5.3 

10-19 

16 

6.5 

207 

16.0 

20* 

6 

2.5 

736 

56.3 

Total 

247 

100.0 

1,297 

100.0 


, i 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1963. 

Almost three- fourths of the units constructed, in 1-967 were built JLn structures 
of» ten or more units and more than half were built in structures of twenty or 
more units; Single-family homes, in contrast, amounted to slightly more .than 
onereighth >of the units constructed last year. 

Several factors appear to influence the trend in San Francisco to build 
new units in primarily multi- family structures; .Vacant land suitable for con- 
struction within the City, is “both scarce and expensive. This frequently 
results in .maximum development of buildirlg sites to compensate -for property 
costs. .Single- family construction in, most parts of San Francisco is uneconomical. 
Suburban communities, on the other hand, are able to provide developers with 
large tracts of land at comparatively low costs so that single- family homes can 

•it 

be built. .with in the reach of families who could not afford to buy such homes in 
the City. 
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Another reason for the trend toward multi-unit, construction in. San Francisco 


is changing composition- of its population. Acqotding mo the §an Francisco Com- 
munity Renewal Program, the number of families in the City decreased b£< JO. per* 
cent between 1950 and 1960. At the same time, the' number of families in the. Bay 
Area increased by almost 20 percent. Information collected for the Community 
Renewal Program also indicates that the families leaving San Francisco are 
being replaced by* an increasing number of households composed, of single or 

unrelated persons. Some of these are “young and relatively affluent individuals 

- * » - — # 

. . . but a large proportion are neither young nor economically well off.'-'* 

— * 

These factors have resulted in an expansion in th£ rental market in San 
Francisco, a decrease in home ownership, and a decrease in single-family 
construction . 

Construction costs have an important impact on the level of building 
activity. The figures in Table 6 represent the .average estimated costs of 
construction for all structures and units built in J.^67. It is interesting 
to note that the cost per unit decreases as the number of units per structure 
increases until the size of the structure Includes ten or mote ifnits'. At this 
point the trend reverses itself. This may be partially explained by the fact 
that some of the larger structures include commercial floor space, the cost of 
which is included in the figures shown in the Table. Some of the increase in 
costs of construction may also be due to differences in type of construction, 
since the larger structures require building materials which are more expensive 
than those which can be used in smaller buildings (e.g. reinforced concrete 


is 

San Francisco Department of City Planning,* Community Renewal Program, Fact 
Book , Arthur D. Little, Inc., July, 1965. 
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: g§persus wood frgroe)'.. In analyzing these costs, the read ere should' note that the 

■pi 

ffigures do not. include the cost of property acquisition which? ip. San Francisco, 
considerable. k These costs point out the obvious difficulties the City faces 

■vV 

trying to provide housing. which moderate- and lew-inc.ome families can afford. 

Table 6 

* « 

Construction, 1967 

Estimated Costs of Construction per Structure J * 

and Unit by Structure Type 


Structure Type 

Total* Est. Costs 

‘ Avg. Cost/Str. 

- ’Avg. Cost /Unit 

Single family- 

$‘ 5,059,000 

- -$ 29,600 

'$29,600 

2 - 

1,022,000 

40,800 

20,440 

3 * 

418,000 

‘ -52,500 

’ ’17,400' ■> > 

4 

570,000 

57,000 

'10,000 

5-9 

839,000 

83’, 900 

4 8,400 * 

10-19 

2,607,000 

* *' '162,900 * 

12,600 

20-!- 

21,953,000 ' 1 

3,605,300 

29,800' a 

Total 

32,460,000 

131,450 

-25,000 


e 

Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1968. 


Demolition, 1967 


* * i r * i. i 

The obvious effect of demolition on the housing inventory is the loss of 

f * w co- 

housing resources. Yet, because the dwellings removed are most frequently sub- 

► ~ , • ! 

» v - 

standard or obsolete, demolition also results in a general improvement in the 

. x •* J > it 

condition of the housing inventory. Not all housing is removed, however, when 
its condition deteriorates. The condition of a structure is only one of several 
factors which influence the decision to remove it from the inventory. In the 











private housing market, the overriding factor is the economic value of the 
structure. Substandard housing may maintain a high economic value if the 
supply of standard housing is not sufficient to meet the demand. This is 
particularly the case where low- income. hQuseholds are concerned -because the 
supply of standard housing at prices they can afford is severely limited. 

' i 

Many households may, as a result, be forced to compete for substandard housing, 
thereby maintaining the value of a structure which might otherwise be demolished 
because of age or condition. Demolition does occur when the value of a struc-. 
ture is exceeded by the cost of maintenance, taxes, etc., or when it . is "exceeded 
by the value of the property for other uses. In San Francisco the scarcity of 
vacarit land for new construction typifies this situation. 

During 1967 a total of 204 residential structures were* demolished in* San 
Francisco. These buildings contained 523 housing units, less than one percent 
of, the City/s .inventory. Although the number of units demolished is small in 
relation to the total supply, it indicates a 29 percent increase over the num- 
ber of units demolished in 1966. Volume of demolition for each year since 
1960 is shown in Table 7. These, data reveal substantial variation in the rate 
of demolition from year to year. Given the variable nature of the private 
housing market and of public actions, the yearly differences in demolition 
activity are to be expected. 

\n addition to the differences in the level of demolition activity by 
year, there are also important- differences in the kinds of structures which* 
are demolished. Table 8 points out the number of structures And units demolished 

\ ' 1 j 

during 1967 by type and structure. The information in this stable is consistent 
with similar data for 1960-1966. These Figures show that single-family homes 
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Table Z 

Demolition, 1960-1967 



Number and Percent 

of Structures 

and Units by Year 

- 

* 


1 7 

[fear i 

No. of Structures 

Percent 

No. -df “Units 

J HB03S533B 

1960 

212 

9.6 

621 

13.5 

1961 

216 

9.8 

- 481 

10.5 

1962 

247 

11.2 

445 

9.7 

1963 

356 

16.1 

618 

1314 . 

1964 

383 

17.3 

' 702 

15.3 

1965 

- 393 

17.8 

799 

17.4 

1966 * 

* ' 201 

’* 9.0 

•404 

8.8 

1967 

2 204 

9.2 

523" - 

* 11.4 

Total 

’ **2.212 

100.6 

* ’ 4.593 

100.0 


Source: San-Francisco Department -of City Planning, 1963. 
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Table 8 

< » 

Demolition. 1967 

Number and Percent of Structures and Units by Structure Tyg6 ft 




Structure Type 

No. of Structures 

Percent 

No. of Units 

Percent 

Single family 

2 

3 

138 

31 

9 

67.6 

.C . * 

15.2 

4.4 

138 

i •» 

62 

« C * K . 

27 


4 

3 

“1.5 ' 

12 


5-9 

’ ” ‘21 

10.3* 

148 

* 28.3 

10-19 

1 

" '-0 r . 5 

16- 

i -3.T 

.2:0* _ „ . 

1 

0.5 

120 

22.9 

Total 

204 

100.0 

523 

100.0 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1968. 
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I 

are demolished mote j frequently than any other type, of structure. j Singld- family 
residences .account for more than than two?thirds of the structures removed in 
1967. This point is further emphasized by- the fact that only two structures , 
of ten or* more .units were demolished, last year compared to- 138 single -family 
dwellings . 

The . frequency of demolition of* single- family- homes- is primarily atv eco-» 
nomic' matter* Single- family structures are generally less valuable than multi- 
unit structures. For the speculative investor, there are larger financial gains 
to be made by replacing a single- family structure with a multiple, than by 
replacing one multiple with another multiple. It should also be noted that 
demolition of multiple-unit structures is often the result of public actions 

_.» T _ * I X 

because public actions are less dependent on economic factors ancf more~ related 

i 

to such considerations as health, safety and welfare. ; 

* I 

Last year a number of housing units were removed from the inventory for 

1 4. f 

public improvements. Public actions were directly responsible for the demo- j 

lition of 203 (39 percent) of the 523 units removed during 1967i Most of thesq 

; 

units were seriously substandard. For example, city records show that a sig- 

5 \ 

nificant portion (47 percent) of the units removed by public action were 
temporary war dwellings in the Hunters Point area. (The San Francisco Housing « 
Authority is required by law- to remove -all temporary public housing by 1970.) 

i k f | j - 

About' one- fourth of the units were demolished* as a result of the City s 
redevelopment; program. Construction of the Bay Area Rapid Transit accounted 
for, another Qne-fifth of the lost units, while all other public programs, such 

v £ \ \ ' v 

as building and health code enforcement, accounted for less than one-tenth of 

* 4 < i 

Changes in the San Francisco Housing Inventory, 1960-1966 . San Francisco 
Department of City Planning, September, 1967. 
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[all units demolished by public action. Table 9 identifies the number of struc- 
tures and units demolished by structure type as a result of publip actions ip 
1967. Excluding the temporapy^ war dwellings (twelve structure^ of eight upits 
each), the largest number of units removed consisted of single-family homes. 

It should be noted that many of the housing units demolished by public action 
in 1967 are to be replape$ by higher quality housing designed to. meet the City's 
housing needs. 


Table 9 

Demolition by Public Action, 1967 
Number and Percent of Structures and Units by Structure Type 


ESS53SSHH 

No. of Structures 

Percent i 

No. of Units 

Percent 

Single family 

43 

57.6 

43 

21.2 

2 

12 

15.8 

24 

11.8 

3 

4 

5.3 

12 

5.9 

4 

1 

1.3 

4 

2.0 

5-9 

16 

21.0 

120 

*59.1 

10-19 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

20 or mor< 

; 0 

i 0.0 

0 

0.0 

Total 

76 

100.0 

203 

100.0 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1968. 

Housing Conversions. 1967 

In this study, housing conversions refer to alterations in existing struc- 
tures which result in either the addition or deletion of units. Conversions, 
therefore, do not include those alterations which affect only the condition of 
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the structure, since this type of alteration does not change the number of units 
in the housing supply. Studies indicate that conversions typically result in d 
decrease rather than an increase in housing units. This is due primarily to 
code enforcement programs which eliminate illegally constructed 1 units'. The 
decreases resulting from code enforcement more -than offset the increases 
created by other conversion activity. In balance, the statistical effect of 
conversion activity on the housing ‘inventory is insignificant. 

From 1960-1966, there was a net decrease of approximately 330 housing * 
units by conversions'. In 1967, there was an additional net loss o'f 53 units, 
making the total numb’er of units removed by conversion actions since I960 less 
than 400 units, about one-tenth of one percent of the- City’s housing inventory. 
Because of the insignificance of conversions, it will not be discussed at 
further length in this paper. Statistics on conversions by census tract -for * * 
each year, from 1960-1967 are available upon request at the* Department of* City' 
Planning. - - 
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CHANGES IN THE. HOUSING’ INVENTORY BY DISTRICT 


TtrTuj, & 

Changes in the housing supply do not occur uniformly in ell areas of San 
Francisco. Some areas show substantial increases in housing units, some show 
decreases, and a majority remain unchanged. In the analysis of housing inven- 
tory changes from 196(^-1966, the City was divided for discussion purposes into 
twelve districts. These districts follow census tr.act boundaries And correspond 
to those used in the purvey of vacancies conducted in 1966 by the Bay Area 
Council in co-operation with this Department. This yeaj^ each of the districts 
has been subdivided into Census tracts. As a result, it is now possible to 
indicate the differences in housing activity both by districts and by -the 

census tracts within each district. Although only those areas with significant 

r‘ 

activity will be highlighted* detailed tables of net change, new construction, 
and demolition by structure type and census tract for 1960-1967 are prbvided 
in the appendix. -<* 

The series of tables immediately following indicate the differences in ; 
net change, new construction, and demolition activity by district. Tables 10 

and II indicate the rank order of districts in terms of total net change and 

* r ~ f i } 

net change by structure type. Comparable data is presented in Tables 12 and 
-13 for new construction* -and in T^ble^. 14 'and 15 for demglition. These tables' 

£tnd the accompanying^ maps Illustrate “the extent" ’to which changes" ’in thi housing 

% 

$ 

^.nventor^ in San Francisco are l imi ted to specific areas, and emphasize the 
stability of housing stock in most areas of the City. 

\ 
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CHANGES IN THE SAN . FRANCISCO HOUSING INVENTORY 


NET CHANGE 1967 

NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS BY DISTRICT AND CENSUS TRACT 






NUMBER OF TRACTS 

DISTRICTS 



6 TO 

126 

16 

1 OUTER RICHMOND 




2 INNER RICHMOND 








1 TO 

5 

22 

3 MARINA - PACIFIC HEIGHTS 




1 1 


0 


38 

4 NORTHEAST 





5 DOWNTOWN 

1 

1 + 

i TO 

5 

28 

6 WESTERN ADDITION 




7 BUENA VISTA -TWIN PEAKS 

i + 

6 TO 

24 

16 

8 INNER MISSION 




mam 

+ 25 TO 

•t. 

CD 

7 

9 WEST OF TWIN PEAKS - SUNSET 


IQ POTRERO -BAYSHORE 

11 SOUTH OF MARKET 

12 BERNAL - OUTER MISSION 


SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
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Table 10 

San Francisco Districts in Rank Order 


of Net Change in Units, 1967 



District 


No. of Units 


Downtown 


Northeast 


Buena Vista-Twin Peaks 


Inner Mission 


West of Twin Peaks -Sunset 


Inner Richmond 
Outer Richmond 
. Marina- Pacific Heights 


Bernal -Outer Mission 


Western Addition 
Potrero-Bayshore 


South of Market 



Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1968, 
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San Francisco Districts in Rank Order of Net Change in Units by Structure Type, 1967 






S t r i 


mm 






Single Family 

2-4 Units 

5-9 Units 

. 10-19 Units 

204- Units i 

Rank - 

District 

Units 

District 

Units 

District Units 

District Units 

District 

Units 

1 

Inner Mission 

« 

j 

45 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

21 

Inner 

Richmond 

19 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

95 

Downtown 

448 I 

2 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

28 

Outer 

Richmond 

18 

Outer 

Richmond 

11 

Inner 

Richmond 

56 

Northeast 

111 

3 

Potrero- 
Bay shore 

4 - 

Northeast 

15 

Northeast 

6 

Northeast 

33 

Inner Mission 

1 

92 | 

4 

Marina- 
Pac. Heights 

1 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

9 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

6 

Potrero- 

Bayshore 

12 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

40 

5 

Northeast 

0 

Bernal - 
Outer Mission 

4 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

2 

Bernal - 
Outer Mission 

0 

Buena Vista- 
TWin Peaks 

24 

6 

Downtown 

-i 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

Outer 

Richmond 

21 

1 

7 

So. of Market 

* -1 

Inner 

Richmond 

-2 

Marina- 
Pac. Heights 

0 

Inner Mission 

0 

Inner 

Richmond 

! 

! 

0 

6 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

-3 

Marina. 

Pac. Heights 

-3 

Western 

Addition 

-3 

Outer 

Richmond 

0 

Potrero- 
Bay shore 

0 ! 

9 

Outer 

Richmond 

-6 

Inner Mission 

-5 

Bertialr 

Outer Mission 

-6 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

0 

Marina 

Pac. Heights 

o ! 

] 

10 

Western 

Addition 

-6 

So. of Market 

-7 

So. of Market 

-11 

Western 

Addition 

0 

Western 

Addition 

! 

0 1 

11 

Inner 

Richmond 

-10 

Potrero- 

Bayshore 

-11 

Inner Mission 

-15 

So. of Market 

-5 

Bernal - 
Outer Mission 

0 

12 

Bernal- 
Outer Mission 

-18 

Western 

Addition 

-26 

Potrero- 

Bayshore 

-88 

Marina - 
Pac. Heights 

-5 

So. of Market 

-120 

Totals 


33 


13 


-79 


191 


616 


i 








CHANGES IN THE SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING INVENTORY 

NEW CONSTRUCTION 1967 

NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS BY DISTRICT AND CENSUS TRACT 


r~ i 

0 


NUMBER OF TRACTS 

63 

DISTRICTS 

1 OUTER RICHMOND 

mm 

1 TO 

4 

32 

2 INNER RICHMOND 

3 MARINA -PACIFIC HEIGHTS 

H 

5 TO 

9 

11 

4 NORTHEAST 

mm 

4 0 TO 

19 

12 

5 DOWNTOWN 

6 WESTERN ADDITION 

— 

20 TO 

99 

6 

7 BUENA VISTA - TWIN PEAKS 

8 INNER MISSION 


100 TO 

448 

3 

9 WEST OF TWIN PEAKS “SUNSET 

10 POTRERO - BAYSHORE 

11 SOUTH OF MARKET 

12 BERNAL- OUTER MISSION 


SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
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Table 12 

San Francisco Districts in Rank Order of Number 

and Percent of Units Constructed ^ 1967 - ^ 

t 


. District 

Rank 

No. 1 of Units 

Percent 

Downtown 

1 

448 

34.5 

Inner Mission 

r 

2 

183 

14.0 

\ Northeast 

3 

171' 

13.2 

1 Buena Vista-Twin Peaks 

4 

. 154 

11.9 

West of Twin Peak’s -Sunset 

5 

122 

9.4 

Inner Richmond 

6 

79 

* 

6.1 

Outer Richmond 

7 

54 

4.2 

Bernal -Outer Mission 

8 

31 

2.4 

Potrero-Bayshore 

9 

23 


Marina -Pacific Heights 

10 

15 


Western Addition 

11 

13 

l 

South of Market 

12 

4 

0.3 

Total 


1,297 

100. 0 


Source: 'San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1968.- i 
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Rafik "Order t»f Districts in Units Constructed by Structure Type, 1967 ^ 

* S'* < * . 



S 


J il_ 

S t r 

jcture Ty 

P e 






Single Family 

** * 

| ,'2-4 Units 

5-^ Units" 

10-19 Units 

| 20+ Units | 

Rank 

District | Units- 

district 

Units 

District Units 

District J Units 

District 

Units 

1 

Inner Mission ^ 

< 

67 

* " " 

Byena Vista- 
Twin. Peaks 

22 

Inner; 

Richmond 

19 

Buena Vista- * 
Twin Pe^ks 

95 

Downtown 

448 

2 

* W. Twin Beaks - 
Sunset 

* * 
r55- 

X / 

* 

W Ijwin Peaks - 
]Sun$et 

“21 ” 

Outer 

Richmond ( 

11 

Inner | 
Richmond 

i 

56' 

Northeast 

111 

3 

Bernal - | 

Outer Mission * 

f 

Potrero- • 

' Bay shore 

CO 

-23 - 

t 

Outey 

Richmond 

20 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

10 

1 

Northeast 

i 

33 

Inner Mission 

92 

4 

"s 

11 

Inner Mission 

16 

Western 

Addition 

9 

Potrero- 
Bay shore 

! 

UK 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

40 

5 

Northeast i 

6 

i 

\ 

Rortfheast 

15, 

Inner Mission 

8 

Marina - 

Pacific Heights 

11 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

24 

6 

Buena Vista- J 
Twin Peaks | 

3 

Bernal - 
Outer Mission 

8 

Northeast 

6 

Bernal- 
Outer Mission 

Q 

Outer 

Richmond 

21 

7 

Inner 

Richmond 1 

“2 

t 

So. of Market 

4 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

6 

Downtown \ * 

0 

Bernal- 
Outer Mission 

0 

8 

Marina- ^ 

Pacific Heights 

2 

\ 

Western 

Addition 

• i 

4 

Bernal- 
Outer Mission 

"1) 

** *■ ° fl * | 

Inner Mission 

0 

t 

Inner 

Richmond 

0 

9 

V 

Outer l 

Richmond ^ 


Ifiner 

Richmond 

2 

Downtown 

O' 

Outer 

Richmond 

0 

Marina- 

Pacific Heights 

0 

10 

Downtown 4 

Vo 

Marina- 

Pacific Heights 

2 

Marina- 

Pacific Heights 

0 

So. of Market 

0 

Totrero- 
Bay shore 

0 

11 

So. of Market *' 

) 

Western * 

Addition 

X 

.:o 

s?: 1 

Downtown 

1 

0 

Potrero - 

Bh'y shore .. % 

0 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

0 

So. of Market 

0 

12 

"‘o 

* 

\ 

Potrero- 
Bay shore 

0, 

* ;> 

So. of Market 

0 

Western 

Addition 

0 

Western 

Addition 

0 

Totals 

f 

171 

# 

. i. 

114 * 

■ 

69 


207 


736 


'■ V 

|i ^ ^ 


s 


4 


/V 


/> 



DEMOLITIONS 1967 


NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS BY DISTRICT AND CENSUS TRACT 



NUMBER OF TRACTS 
57 
46 
13 
9 
2 


DISTRICTS 

I OUTER RICHMOND 
Z INNER RICHMOND 

3 MARINA - PACIFIC HEIGHTS 

4 NORTHEAST 

5 DOWNTOWN 

6 WESTERN ADDITION 

7 BUENA VISTA - TWIN PEAKS 

8 INNER MISSION 

9 WEST OF TWIN PEAKS - SUNSET 

10 POTRERO- BAYSHORE 

II SOUTH OF MARKET 

12 BERNAL -OUTER MISSION 


SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 








» T ‘ Table 14 

San Francisco Districts In Rank Order of Number 
and Percent of Units Demolished! 1967 


District 


South of “Market 

i > 

Potrero-Bayshore 
Inner Mission 
Western Addition 
Bernal-Outer Mission 
West of Twin Peaks -Sunset 

i 

Marina- Pacific Heights 

» 1 

Inner Richmond J 

BuenS Vista -Twin Peaks 

i 

i 

Outer Richmond 

i- 

-Northeast 

" * 

Downtown 


.Total 


Rank 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 

- " 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 


No. of Units 

Percent 

'143 

27.3 

-10$. 

20.2 

66’ 

12.6 

62 

ii.9 j 

j 


51 

9.8 


i ! 

27 - 

5.2 ; 

22? 

' 4.2 

H 


q i 


16- * 

> ' 3.1 

13 „ 

2.5 

10 

• 

1.9 

6 

1.1 


J 

1 v 

0.2 

523 

J 100.~0 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1968 
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Rank Order of Districts in Units Demolished by Structure Type, 1967 






S t r i 

i c t‘ u r e ly 

P e , 




I 

s 


Single Family 

2-4 Units 

5-9 Units 

10-19 Units ' 

20+ Units \\ 

Rank 

District Units 

District 

Units 

District Units 

District 

Units 

District 

Units j 

1 

Bernal - 
Outer Mission 

*41 

Western 

Addition 

30 

Potrero- 
Bayshore *■ 

88 

Marina- 

Pacific Heights 

16 

So. of Market 

120 j 

i 

2 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

27 

Inner Mission 

21 

Inner Missibn 

23 

Bernal - 
Outer Mission 

0 

Bernal - 
Outer Mission 

,0 

3 

Inner Mission 

i2 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

13 

Western 

Addition 

12 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

0 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

0 

4 

Inner 

Richmond 

12 

Potrero- 
Bay shore 

11 

So. of Market 

11 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

5 

Outer 

Richmond 

8 

So. of Market 

11 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

8 

Inner Mission 

0 

Inner Mission 

0 

6 

Potrero- 
Bay shore 

7 

Marina- 

Pacific Heights 5 

Bernal- 
Outer Mission 

6 

Inner 

Richmond 

0 

Inner 

Richmond 

0 

7 

Buena Vista- 
Twin Peaks 

6 

Bernal - 
Outer Mission 

4 

Downtown 

0 

Northeast 

0 

Marina- 

Pacific Heights 

0 

8 

Northeast 

6 

Inner 

Richmond 

4 

Inner 

Richmond 

0 

Outer 

Richmond 

0 

Northeast 

0 

9 

Western 

Addition 

6 

Outer 

Richmond 

2 

Marina- 

Pacific Heights 

0 

Potrero- 

Bayshore 

0 

Outer 

Richmond 

0 

10 

Downtown 

1 

Downtown 

0 

Northeast „ 

0 

So. of Market 

0 

Potrero- 

Bayshore 

0 

11 

Marina- 

Pacific Heights 

1 

Northeast 

0 

Outer 

Richmond 

l 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

0 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

0 

W. Twin Peaks - 

Sunset 

0 

12 

/* 

So - of Market 

1 

W. Twin Peaks - 
Sunset 

o' 

0 

Western 

Addition 

0 

Western 

Addition 

0 

Totals 


138 


101 


148 


16 


120 


DISTRICT HIGHLIGHTS 


Net Change 

Tq briefly sujnmajr.ise the .preceding tables, there were seven districts in i 
San Francisco which experienced a- net increase in- housing .units "in- 1967 and 
five districts which experienced a net decrease in units.. The greatest Increase 
occurred in the Downtown district due to the construction. of. one highrrise resi- 
dential and commercial development (the Fox Plaza). An apartment complex! of ' 
l.ll units accounted for. most of' the increase in the Northeast district which 
ranked second in ’“net. change . Following in ordef.of net increase, were the Buena 
yista-Twin Peaks district, which had noteworthy increases primarily in ten- to 
nineteen-unit buildings, and the Inner Mission and West of Twin Peaks-Sunset 
districts, which showed the only significant net gains in single-family 

dwellings. The smallest increases occurred in the Inner and Outer Richmond 
. . r l 

districts in buildings of less than twenty units. 

* i * 

Of -the five districts in the City which decreased in their supply of units, 

* «*- 

* * 

the greatest single loss occurred in the South of Market area. Notable losses 

C l 

also occurred in the Potrero-Bayshore largely as a result of the removal of the 
temporary war dwellings previously discussed. The remaining three districts 
where demolition exceeded new construction were the- Western Addition, Bernal- 

V .» * 

Outer Mission, and Marina -Pacific Heights. The total net decrease in these 

o l ' 

districts, however, amounted to only 62 housing units. 


New Construction * r 

Almost three-fourths of the city.-wide construction of housing units in 
1967 occurred in just four districts. As noted above, completion of the Fox 
Plaza made a significant addition to the housing inventory in the Downtown 
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r 


district, which exceeded all other areas in the number of new units constructed. 
The Inner Mission ranked second in the number of units constructed. Unlike the 
majority of areas in the City, more than one-third of the new units in the Inner 
Mission consisted of single-family dwellings. Construction in the Northeast and 

'..Buena Vista- Twin feeaks districts was. limited primarily to myltiple-unit struc- 

» If 

tures, while almost one-half of the new units in dhe West of Twin Peaks-Sunset 

area were in single-family homes. Construction in tfte remaining districts in 

, ' ~ * \ 

San Francisco was insignificant and reflects the city-wide slowdown in building 

* ! J ’ 

’ activity. The areas most notably lacking in new structures were the Marina- 

Pacific Heights, Western Addition, and South of Market, which altogether 

{accounted for less than three percent of the construction last year. 

‘ . «' { 

I L 

Demolition 

I ! 

„ The removal of housing units from the inventory wa$ most prevalent in. five 
districts. These, districts are South of Market, Potrero-Bayshore^ .Inner Mission-, 
Western Addition, and Bernal-Outer Mission. ,In both the Potrero-BAyshore and 
Western Addition, public actions were the principal reasons for the concentra- 
tion of demolition activity. In total, th&. number of units rejnpyed from ,the 
five districts accounted for approximately our -fifths of all"'unitS”dejnolished 
in 1967. The least number of units lost by demolitions was in thfe -Downtown 

area, followed by the Northeast and Outer Richmond districts. Units removed 

* s t * ** 

in these areas total only about three percent of the city-wide demolition. 

In summary, the status of the housing inventory by district at the end of 
1967 is shown in Table 16 on the following page. 
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Table 16 

The 1967 Housing Inventory 
by District and Structure Type 

► r 


District 

Units Structure 

Map No. 

Name 

Single family 

ESMi 

5 or more 

Total* 

1 

Outer Richmond 

8,084 

5,638 

4,127 

17,849 

2 

Inner Richmond 

4,207 

5,791 

4,566 

14,564 

3 

Marina-Pacific keights 

3,241 

5,713 

15,188 

24,142 

4 

Northeast 

2,101 

7,655 

29,112 

38,860 

5 

Downtown 

196 

131 

28,469 

28,796 

6 

Western Addition 

2,504 

7,360 

16,529 

26,393 

7 

Buena Vista -Twin Peaks 

5,449 

8,775 

11,002 

25,226 

8 

Inner Mission 

8,202 

12,290 

12,006 

32,498 

9 

West of Twin Peaks -Sunset 

44,161 

5,429 

5,918 

55,508 

10 

Potrero- Bay shore 

9,365 

5,774 

5,650 

20,789 

11 

South of Market 

591 

1,366 

11,775 

13,732 

12 

Bernal -Outer Mission 

23,844 

4,172 

2,608 

30,624 


•Jj* * i 

Does not include housing units in the Presidio, Lincoln Park, Lake Merced, 
and other areas excluded from this study. 


Source: San Franpisco Department of City Planning , 1968. 
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CONCLUSIONS. AND IMPLICATIONS 


In noting the changes in the housing inventory, we have attempted to 
relate current trends in housing *to those physical, social, ,$nd .economic 
conditions in San Francisco and the Bay Area which affect housing supply 
and demand. This information is fundamental for establishing and evaluating 
housing policies and programs which seek $o expand and improve the ( housing^ 
supply. ^ ^ 

In 1960, there were 45,000 households in San Francisco living in sub- 
standard housing. About one-fifth of these households were families with 
- ' „ * < 

children. Among nonwhites, the proportion of households residing in sub- 
standard dwellings was about one-third of all nonwhite households in the 
City. These people were unable to find standard housing of appropriate size 
at prices they could afford. An important question to consider is how the 
changes in the housing inventory have affected those households forced to 

'.Jls.l 

live in substandard housing. 

From the studies of the housing inventory, we know that new construction 
has added almost 25,000 units to ,the A supply in the past seven years. Demoli- 
tions have removed approximately 5,0Q0 r units from the inventory, resulting in 
a net increase of about 20,000 housing units. The majority of new units were 

v 1 HI 

6tudios and one-bedroom apartments constructed in buildings of twenty or more 
4 dwellings. These units were .built to satisfy the demand created by a growing 
-number of one- and f two -per 8 on households, mo$t of whom are young professionals, 
.office workers, and seqior -citizens . .The demand for single-family housing, on 
the other hand, by families of both .moderate and limited means, has not been 
met as only a small number of these units were added to the housing stock. 
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Because? the private market has been unable to provide these units at a cost 
within the means of many families* some families are leaving the City and 
moving to the suburbs -to find suitable housing. 4 

Similarly,, public programs aimed at increasing the supply of low- and’ 
moderate -income housing have not had sufficient* impact 'in view of 1 the con- 

. f 

aiderable need for these units/ In an earlier report it' was noted that only 
331 units of 221(d) 3 moderate -income housing and 1,277 units of public housing 
have been built since I960. Over the past year, no new 221^^3 or public 
housing units were completed in San Francisco, although there are about 400‘ 
such units currently under construction. Even including the unit's which will 
be: finished this year, total construction of moderate- and low-income housing 
amounts to less than 2,000 units. This figure represents little more than 
four percent of the need projected on the basis of the 45,000 households 
living in substandard housing in 1960. 

The seriousness of the deficiency of moderate- and low-income units in 

\ 

San Francisco is likely to increase as a result of the slowdown in new con- 
struction and the increase in demolition activity, as discussed in the fore- 
going pages. Although spotty, available information indicates that the vacancy 
rate, already low, is decreasing even further. This means some increases in 
rents are probable due to the increased competition for available units, A 
series of population projections, soon to be published by the Department of 
City Planning, indicate that the number of nonwhite, low- income households in 
San Francisco will continue to increase. This increase will aggravate the 
competition for existing low-cost housing and may result in deteriorating 
housing conditions due to overcrowding and doubling up of households. 
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In short, the facts and figures presented in this report point out the 
continuing necessity to establish and expand housing policies and programs 


which will augment the supply of housing for low- and moderate- income families. 
This may be accomplished, in part, by establishing policies which will encourage 
the private market to increase its production of new construction for households 
of all income levels, but it will also require the direct participation of 
government to supplement the private market. 

The staff of the Department of City Planning also hopes that the funds 
for a "housing task forcd" are provided so that a continual assessment of the 
City*s housing needs, policies, and programs can be carried out in order to 
alleviate pressing housing problems. 
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1960 CENSUS TRACTS 

\ 


FRANCISCO 


DEPARTMENT 


PLANNING 


BAY 





NET CHANGE BY CENSUS TRACT AND STRUCTURE TYPE 
SAN FRANCISCO 

April 1‘, 1960 to December 31, !?67 



r 


i 


Census Tract 






Units per 

Structure 








Single 

IdMI H 

1 2 

3 

4 1 

5- 

-9 


•19 

20 or 

more 

i Total 


Str. 

1 Unit 

Str. i 

Unit 

Str. 

! Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

! Str. 

Unit 

I'Str. 

Unit 

1 Str. 

! Unit 

City Total 

2,104 

! 2,104 


238 


, -102 

274 

1,096 

565 

3,88$ 

364 

4,568 

128 

8,048 

3,520 

19,840 

A1 

3 

3 


-2 


0 

0 

0 

1 

.8 

1 

12 

2 

9Q 

6 

111 

2 

-7 

-7 


2 


3 

1 

4 

5 

32 

* 1 

12 

3 

* 343 

5 

389 

3 

4 

4 


8 

0 

0 

1 

4 

3 

16 

0 

0 

3 

156 

15 

188 

4 

-8 

-8 


2 

1 

3 

0 

0 

2 

17 

4 

55 

1 

90 

1 

159 

5 

-1 

-1 


0 

0 

3 

-1 

-4 

1 

6 

2 

30 

0 

0 

1 

31 

6 

-1 

-1 

-3 

-6 

-1 

-3 

1 

4 

2 

14 

3 

40 

1 

194 

2 

242 

7 

-3 

-3 

-2 

-4 

3 

9 

0 

0 

4 1 

25 

0 

0 

3 

207 

5 

234 

8 

-3 

-3 

0 

0 

2 

6 

1 

4 

4 ! 

25 

3 

45 

1 

36 

8 

113 

9 

-4 

-4 I 


2 ; 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 i 

6 

3 i 

41 

1 

27, 

2 

72 

10 

0 

‘0 | 


-2 

-2 

-6 

0 

0 

-1 

-5 

0 ; 

0 

-1 

-20 

-5 . 

-33 

11 

-2 

-2 


-2 

2 

6 

0 

0 

0 

-4 

-1 i 

-12 

1 

250 

-1 

236 

12 

0 

0 1 


6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-1 : 

-16 

1 

319 

0 

303 

13 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0„ 

X 

13 

1 

42 

2 

55 

14 

0 

0 i 

-1 

-2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

8 

-2 

-30 

0 

0 

-2 

-24 

15 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 , 

0 

, 0 

3. 

0 

0 

-0 

3 

16 

2 

2 

29 

58 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

1,086 

36 

1,146 

17 

-1 

-1 

0 

. 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-1 

-1 

18 

0 

o : 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

: t o ! 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19 

-1 

-1 

0 

0 

0 

t 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

' 0 

0 

2 

68 

1 

67 

20 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

* 0 

0 

0 

0 . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

,0 

0 

0 

21 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 0 

0 1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22 

-2 

-2 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


-2 

-2 

23 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 : 

0 

0 

0 

1 

782 

1 

782 






































Net Change- -contd 











































Net 








Un 

Lts -per 

£ 


2 

- 

3 

4 


Str . 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

t Str . 


J 1 

-4 

-4 

-1 

-2 

-1 

-3 

-1 


2 

-if 


-7 

-14 

-7 

-21 

-3 


3 

-6 

-6 

-6 

-12 

-1 

-3 

0 


4 

-14 

-14 

'-3 

-6 

1 

3 

1 


5A 

-11 

-11 

0 

P 

-3 

-9 

0 


5B 

-9 

-9 

-2 

-4 

3 

9 

5 


6 

-6 

-6 

-7 

-14 

-4 

-12 

-1 


7 

-4 

-4 

- 6 , 

-12 

-4 

-12 

-1 


e . 

-4 

-4 

rir 

-22 

-9 

-27 

-3 


9 

-a 

-2 

-2 

-4 

-1 

-3 

-1 


10 

-7 

-7 

1 -7 

-14 

-1 

-3 

-2 


n 

-1 

-1 

-4 

-8 

-2 

-6 

1 


12 


o . 

! -1 

-2 

-1 

-3 

2 


13 

-4 

-4 

-1 ' 

-2 

0 

0 

1 


14 

-6 

-6 

-7 

-14 

-2 

-6 

0 


15 

-2 

-2 

-1 

-2 

0 

0 

1 


16 

-1 

-1 

2 

4 

-3 

-9 

1 


17 

-3 

-3 

-6 

-12 

-1 

-3 

1 


18 

-4 

-4 

-3 

-6 

-1 

-3 

0 


19 > 

-4 

-4 

49 

98 

2 

6 

1 


20 

-6 

-6 

7 

14 

3 

9 

3 


K 1 

-3 

-3 

-1 

-2 

- l 1 * 

-3 

-r 


2 

0 

0 

-5 

-10 

-1 

-3 

-i 


3 

-2 

-2 

-1 

-2 

-3 

-9 

-i 


4 

-6 

-6 

-7 

-14 

0 

0 

0 


5 

0 

0 

0 

0 ‘ 

0 

0 

0 


6 

-9 

-9 

-3 

-6 

-2 

-6 

0 




--contd 


>tructure 



[ 5-9 

10 - 

-19 


E 5 H 3 B 

' Total 

Unit 

Str. 

, Unit 

Str.’ 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit ’ 

Str. ! 

Unit 

-4 

-1 

-6 

-2 

-24 

3 

77 

-7 

34 

-12 

1 

10 

4 

55 

3 

99 

-20 

106 

0 

0 

! o 

0 

0 

0 - 

0 

-13 

-21 

4 

7 ? 

i 51 

3 

33 

0 

0 

'5 j 

71 

0 

7 

45 

6 

* 87 

0 

0 

| -1 i 

112 

20 

io - 

64 

4 

45 

0 

0 

11 

125 

-4 

0 

-1 

-1 

-6 

2 

201 

-17 ; 

. 15 f 

« 134 

-4 

1 " 

8 

-1 

-9 

5 

167 

-10 

-12 

-3 

* -16 

5 

73 

7 

291 

-18 

283 

-4 

-3 i 

-20 1 

0 

0 

2 

227 

-7 

194 

-8 

0 

1 | 

0 ! 

4 

2 

231 

-15 

204 

4 

-1 

-6 

-1 

-13 

0 

0 

-8 

-30 

8 

2 

: 22 

7 

102 

3 

70 

12 

197 

4 

0 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-4 

3 

0 

i 1 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-14 

-18 

4 

-1 

-15 

4 

44 

0 

0 

1 

29 

4 

5 

36 

2 

27 

0 

0 

6 

61 

4 

9 

59 

12 

187 

3 

75 

15 

307 

0 

-2 

-17 

-1 

-12 

0 

0 

-ii 

-42 

4 

4 

30 

4 

67 

3 

99 

59 * 

300 

12 

5 

34 

2 

24 

1 

21 

*5 

108 

-4 

- 2 ! 

-5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-7 

-17 

-4 

-14 

0 

0 * 

-1 

-120 

-10 

-151 

-4 

-2 

-12 

-1 

- 10 ' 

0 

0 

-10 j 

-39 

6 

-1 

-6 

0 

0 

0 

0 » 

-14 

“ 2.6 

0 

0 

0 

o 1 

0 

0 

1 o 

0 

0 

0 

-5 

- 3 p 

1 - 1 " 

-12 

0 

1 0 

-20 

-&3 


? > 


t 


* 







I 

















































Net Change— contd 


Units per Structure 


Census Tract 

Single Family 

2 

3 

4 

5- 

-9 

10 

-19 

20 or 

more 

Total 




Str. 

Unit 


Unit 

ESI 

Unit 

urn* 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

01 

P| 


3 

6 

0 

M 

17 

68 

n 

67 

11 

174 

4 

H ! 

332 

884 

2 



-9 

-18 

-2 


9 

36 


256 


202 

2 

HI 

9 

478 

3 



30 * 

60 

2 

M 

9 

36 

mm 

37 

n 

62 

1 


192 

365 

4 

44 

44 

1 

2 

0 


0 . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

B 

45 

46- 

5A 

390 

390 

1 

2 

0 

M 

• o J 

l 'X) 

0 

1 P 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

391 

392 

5B 

62 

62 

3 

6 

3 

9 

5 

20 

3 

i* 7 

4 

60 

2 

44 

82 

218 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

' 0 

0 


0 

0 

7 0 

0 

0 

o 

111 

0 

0 

7 

16 

16 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

l 


18 

58 

8A 

83 

83 

3 

6 


0 

1 

4 

n 

6 

1 

16 

0 

0 

89 

115 

8B 

78 

78 

4 

8 


3 


0 

-EX 

14 

1 

12 

0 

0 

86 

115 

9 

17 

17 

2 * 

4 

0 

0 

1 

4 


21 

0 

0 

MM 

0 

23 

46 

PI 

-3 

-3 

1 

2 

2 

6 

7 

28 


97 


46 

mm 

27 

26 

203 

2 

7 

7 

0 

0 

0 

■a 

1 

4 

2 

14 


35 

0 

30 

13 

90 

3A 

17 

17 

0 

0 

0 

nu 

2 

8 

0 

0 


17 

0 

0 

20 

42 

3B 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


'SI 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3C 

0 

0 

0 

0 

■E 

13 

■a 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

MM 

0 

0 

0 

Q1A 

-2 

-2 

21 

42 

H 

-3 


56 

27 

179 

6 

77 

n 

24 

66 

373 

IB 

27 

'27 

10 

20 

■a 

3 


0 

6 

35 

1 

18 


66 

48 

169 

R1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

■ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

B 

0 

0 

0 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning. 


































APPENDIX TABLE B 


NEtTCONSTRUCTION BY' CENSUS TRACt A!® STRUCTURE *TYPE 

SAN FRANCISCO 

April JL, 1960 ‘to December 31, 1967 


Census Tract 

Units per Structure 


2 



4 

5- 

9 

10 

-19 

20 or 

more 

' Total 


Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 


Unit 

City Total 

3,531 

3,531 

538 

1,076 

91 

273 

332. 

1,328. 

700 

4,613' 

403 

5,267. 

137 

8,345 

5,732 

24,433 

A1 

4 

'4 

0 

0 

0 

0‘ 

0 

a 

1 2 

{ 13 

1 

1 1 

12 

*2 

90 

9 

119 

2 

1 

1 

5 

10 

1 

3 

1 

4 

5 

32 

1 

12 

3 

- 343 

4.7 • 

405 

3 

5 

5 

5 

10 

0 

0 

1 

4 

3 . 

16 

0 

0 

3 

156 

17 - 

191 

4 

2 

2 

5 

10 

3 

9 

1 

4 

4 

2a 

4 

' 55 

1 

90 

i>o 

198 

5 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

6 

2 

30 

0 

0 

.4 

38 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 5 

0 

t 

3 

2 

14 

3 

40 

1 

194 

8 

256 

7 

2 

'2 

1 

2 

3 

9 

0 

0 

4 

25 

, 0 

- 0 

3 

207 

13 

245 

3 

0 

0 

1 

2 

2 

6 

1 

4. 

l w 

25 

3 

45 

1 

’36 

12 

118 

9 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0. 

0 

0 

1 

. 6 

3 . 

41 

* 

27 

7 

77 

10 

0 

P 

0 

0 

1 

3 

0 

0 

1 

3 

0 

0 

0 

* 0 

2 

11 

11 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

6 

0 

0 

3 

16 

0 

0 

3 

294 

11 

320 

12 

0 

P 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

b 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

351 

2 

351 

13 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

P 

1 

13 

‘ 1 

42 

3 

57 

14 

0 

0 

q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

8 

15 

0 

.0 

- 0 

J> 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

14 

0 

0 

1 

14 

16 

2 

2 

29 

53 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 . 

' 0 

5 

1,086 

36 

1,146 

17 

0 

0 

. 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 * 

0 

0 

.0, 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

0- 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

68 

2 

68 

'20 

0 

b 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21 

0 

0 

0 

b 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Oj 

0 

0 . 

0 

• 0 

0 

0 

0 

22 

0 

0 

0 

0 

"o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0* 

23 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

810 

2 

810 




























New Construction~~contd 


Census Tract 

Units per Structure 

Single 

i Family 

2 


1 

4 

5- 

9 

10- 

-19 1 

20 or 

more 

Total 


Str. 

Unit 

Str . 

'Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

1 Unit 

Str. 

Unit ! 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. i 

Unit 

B1 

2 


n 

0 

0 

n 

■f 

n 



3 

48 ! 

91 

0 


67 

2 

1 


'SB 

0 

0 

SI 

mm 




0 

0 

1SS 

o. 


16 

3 

1 


if 

10, 

2 


tSi 

‘-Si 



5 

69 

:1a 

45 


151 

4 

0 

0 

WM 

8 

0 


ks 

Bpl 



5 . 

65 

fmm 

24 


208 

5 

Z 

2 

0 

0 

2 

3 6 

SB- 

M 

6 

44 


94 

kb 

45 


199 

6 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

IBS 

mm 

4 

28 


140 

■S ■ 

371 

24 

542> 

7 

7 

7 

0 

0 


0 

0 ! 

0 I 

4 

31 


56 

iBS 

41 

17 

135 

8 

7 

7 

0 

0 


3 

0 

0 1 

1 

7 


28 

0 

0 

11 

45 

9 

0 

0 

2 

4 

0 

0 

3 

12 

7, 

53 

10 

121 

0 

0 

, 22 

190 

10 

CL 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

42 

3 

41 

2 

119 

11 

202 

Cl 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

,0 

0 

0 

0 

a 

i 

0 

0 

D1 

0 



0 

0 

0 

3 

12 

18. 

114 

3 

37 

1 

24 

‘ 25 

190 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

8 

31 

188 

8 

109 

0 

0 

41 

305 

El 

1 11 

11 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4 

26 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

37 

2 

4 

4 

2 

4 

o 

0 

10 

40 

27 

165 

15 

191 


45 

60 

449 

3’ 

1 

1 

3 

6 

0 

0 

16 

64 

39 

233 

12 

168 


21 

72 

493 

FI 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Gl 

mm 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

32 

6 

35 


22 

2 

48 

19 

138 

2 


2 

2 

4 

0 

0 

8 

32 

23 

148 


24 

2 

51 

39 

261 

3 

rnmm 

2 

24 

48 

6 

0 

5 

20 

9 

68 


70 

0 * 

0 

46 

208 

4 

mm 

4 

15 

30 

3 

9 

2 

8 

18 

116 

8 

112 

H 

24 

51 

303 

HI 

wm 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

8 

19 

122 

n 

53 


20 

27 

204 

2 

0 

a 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 17 

117 

SI 

60 

0 

0 

21 

177 

11 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


i 





































New 


Units per 


Census Tract 


1 2 



str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

6 

2 

6 

3 

6 

0 

o 

1 

2 

3 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51 

102 

2 

6 

10 

20 

3 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


--contd 

























New construct ton- -conta 


Census Tract 

Units per Structure 

Air!) i-jktwji'ci 

2 

* 

} 

1 4 

5* 

-9 1 

10' 

-19 

20 or 

more 

Total 


Str. 

Unit 

Str, 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

I Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 1 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit : 

Str. 

Unit 

LI 

13 

13 

27 

54 

ISP 

12 


52 ; 

14 : 

97 

3 I 

41 

1 

30 , 

75 

299 

2 

1 

1 

5 

■9 

w 

3 


28 

5 ; 

35 

3 ! 

41 

2 

60 : 

24 

' 178 

3 

0 

0 

2 

mm 

H 

3 


16 

3 

20 

0 

o ! 

2 

46 j 

12 

89 

4 

90 

90 

8 

16 

0 

0 

8 

32 

1 

6 

2 

20 1 

0 

o ; 

109 

164 

5A 

52 

52 

8 

16 

0 

0 

2 

3 i 

3 

18 

6 

72 

0, 

0 

71 

166 

5B 

73 

73 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 ; 

o ! 

23 ; 

156 

19 

206 ; 

0 

0 : 

115 

435 

Ml 

81 

81 

15 

30 

3 

9 

6 1 

24 

2 i 

16 

0 

0 

0 1 

0 

107 

160 

2 

48 

48 

9 

13 

1 

3 

1 1 

4 ! 

3 j 

19 

0 i 

0 

0 

0 ! 

62 : 

92 

3 


4 

12 

24 

0 

0 

4 i 

16 i 

2 

14 

2 

30 

0 

0 

24 1 

88 

4 


58 

21 

42 

0 

0 

6 ! 

24 | 

5 

27, 

3 i 

30 

o : 

0 

93 j 

181 

5A 


50 

0 

0 

0 

0 i 

0 1 

0 i 

1 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 i 

51 

56 

5B 


64 


26 


6 

1 

4 

6 

46 

0 

0 

0 

0 

86 

146 

6 


136 


6 


9 

6 

24 

3 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

151 

193 

7 

16 

16 


o 

U 


6 

2 

o 

O 

3 

16 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27 

. 54 

8 

50 

50 


18 


3 

6 

24 

5 

34 

2 

24 

2 

49 

75 

. 202 

9 

261 

261 


6 

0 I 

0 

■KM 

4 ! 

3 

23 J 

2 

30 

0 

0 

270 

324 

10 

163 

163 


6 

0 

0 : 


40 j 

1 

6 ; 

1 

10 

o ; 

0 

178 

225 

11 

423 

423 

12 

24 

3 

9 ; 

3 

12 ! 

4 

27 

4 

47 

i ] 

573 

450 

1,115 

N1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 ! 

0 

0 

9 

0 

o ! 

o 1 

0 

2 

\ 

2 

0 

0 


2 

0 

0 

3 

13 

4 

28 

2 

22 


’ 134 

12 

198 

3 

2 

2 


0 

0 

0 

2 

8 

8 

54 

0 

0 


63 

14 J 

127 

4 

16 

16 


44 

15 

45 

19 

76 

27 

180 

59 

759 


143 

163 

1,263 

5A 

0 

0 


10 

2 

6 

0 


6 

45 

2 

30 


26 

16 

117 

5B 

2 

2 

11 

22 

0 

0 



9 

63 

3 

38 

3 

87 

30 

220 

6 

13 

13 

6 

12 

3 

9 



9 

57 

4 

53 . 

1 

30 

38 

182 

7 

0 

0 

■a 

2 

0 

0 



5 

34 

2 

29 

3 

63 

15 

144. 

8 

0 

0 

iS 

2 

0 

0 



2 

13 

0 

0 

2 

81 

9 

112 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


4 

3 

17 

2 

29 

0 

0 

6 

50 

10 

1 

1 


4 

1 

3 

9 

36 

18 

120 

2 

27 

0 

0 

33 

191 

11 

17 

17 


8 

0 

0 

1 

4 

7 

44 

3 

44 


30 

33 

147 

12 

7 

7 


20 

2 

6 

13 

52 


44 

3 

42 


91 

46 

262 

13 

275 

275 

15 

30 

1 

3 

6 

24 


31 

9 

116 

0 

0 

311 

479 

14 

3 

3 

2 

4 

1 

3 

17 

68 


114 

7 

77 

0 

0 

47 

269 

15 

155.. 

155 

16 

32 

2 

6 

8 

32 


11 

1 

10 

0 

0 

184 

246 

















































New Cons true tion- -contd 


Units per Structure 


Census Tract 

Single Family 

2 1 

3 

4 | 

5- 

■9 

10- 

•19 

20 or 

more 

Total 


Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. | 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. | 

Unit 

-Str. | 

Unit 

01 

301 

301 

12 

24 

0 

0 

17 

68 

Bl 

67 

19 

174 

4 

285 

358 

919 

2 

2 

2 

2 

4 

2 

6 

9 

36 


256 


202 

2 

57 ! 

74 

563 

3 

173 

173 

• 31 

62 

2 

6 

9 

36 

■9 

37 

■£9 

62 

1 

24 1 

227 

400 

4 

46 

46 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

H 

0 

0 1 

0 

0 

0 

47 1 

48 

5A 

395 

395 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 1 

0 i 

0 1 

0 1 

396 1 

397 

5B 

84 

84 

4 

8 

3 

9 

5 

20 

3 

17 

■V 

60 ' 

2 

44 

105 

242 

6 

1 

1 

0 

0 

mm 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

wm 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

7 

16 

16 

1 

2 

H 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

n 

40 1 

18 

58 

8A 

94 

94 

3 

6 

KS 

0 


4 

1 

6 


16 ! 

mm 

0 1 

100 

126 

8B 

107 

107 

5 


wM 

3 

■si 

0 

2 

14 

n 

12 ! 

wm. 

•0 

116 

146 

9 

63 

63 

6 

12 

IB 

3 

Kfl 

4 

3 

21 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74 

103 

PI 

7 

7 

3 

6 

2 

6 


28 

15 

103 


46 

mm 

27 

39 

223 

2. 

9 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 


4 

2 

14 


35 

Kfl 

0 

15 

62 

3A 

18 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

8 

0 

0 


17 

Kfl 

0 

21 

43 

3B 

o 

0 

0 

0 

mm 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3C 

0 

0 | 

0 

0 

H 

0 

■■ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q1A 

26 

26 

28 

56 

n 

3 


60 

27 

179 

6 

77 

1 

24 

104 

425 

IB 

27 

27 

10 

20 

H 

3 

KB 

4 

6 

35 

1 

18 

3 

66 

49 

173 

R1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O' 

0 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning 















































APPENDIX TABLE C 


1 



City Total 


DEMOLITION BY CENSUS TRACT AND. STRUCTURE TYPE 
SAN FRANCISCO 

April 1, 1960 to December 31, 1967 


Single Family I 

2 

3 

Str. 

Ksmm 

Str. 

Unit 

■391 

Unit. 

1,427 

1,427 

418 

838 

125 

375 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

8 

8 

4 

8 1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

2 1 

0 

0 

10 

10 

4 

8 

2 

6 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

3 

6 

1 

3 

5 

5 

3 

6 

0 

0 

3 

3 

1 

2 

0 

0 

5 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

3 

9 

4 

4 

2 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

<0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


Units per Structure 


Unit. Str. Unit Str.f Unit 


10-19 


Str. 


20 or more 




Total 



























Demol itlon — contd 
























































Demolition--contd 


Census Tract 

Units per Structure 

Single 

! Family 

2 1 


\ 

4 

5-9 1 

10- 

•19 

20 or 

more 

Tctsl 


Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

l Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

I Str. 

Unit 

Jl 

4 ' 

4 

1 

2 

1 

3 

1 

4 

2 

14 

3 

38 

0 

0 

12 

65 

2 

11 

11 

7 

14 

7 

21 

3 

12 

2 

13 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30 

71 

3 

6 

6 

6 

12 

1 

3 

1 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14 

25 

4 

16 

16 

6 

12 

1 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 0 

23 

31 

5A 

14 

14 

3 

6 

3 

9 

1 

4 

2 

12 

2 

20 

0 

0 

25 

65 

5B 

11 

11 

3 

6 

0 

0 

1 

4 

0 

0 

2 

25 

0 

0 

17 

46 

6 

7 

7 

7 

14 

4 

12 

2 

8 

1 

9 

2 

23 

0 

0 

23 

73 

7 

6 

6 

8 

16 

4 

12 

2 

8 

2 

13 

2 

24 

0 

0 

24 

79 

8 

5 

5 

11 

22 

9 

27 

3 

12 

4 

23 

8 

101 

1 

42 

41 

232 

9 

2 

2 

2 

4 i 

1 

3 

1 

4 

3 

20 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9 

33 

10 

7 

7 

8 

16 

1 

3 

2 ! 

8 

3 

19 

1 

11 

0 

0 

22 

64 

11 

1 

1 

4 

8 

2 

6- 

0 

0 

1 

6 

1 

13 

0 

0 

9 

34 

12 

0 

0 

1 

2 ; 

1 

3 

o 1 

0 

2 

11 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4 

16 

13 

4 

4 

1 

2 i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

12 

0 

0 i 

0 

0 

7 

18 

14 

7 

7 

7 

14 ■ 

2 

6 

0 

0 ! 

0 i 

0 

0 

o ! 

o : 

0 

16 

27 

15 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

4 1 

5 I 

41 

0 

o 1 

o i 

0 

9 

49 

16 

1 

1 

1 

2 

3 

9 

0 

0 

2 ! 

13 

0 

0 ; 

0 j 

0 

7 

25 

17 

3 

3 

6 

12 

1 

3 

0 

0 

0 ! 

0 

0 

0 

o ! 

0 

10 

18 

18 

4 

4 

3 

6 

1 

3 

0 

0 : 

3 

23 

1 

12 

0 

0 

12 

48 

19 i 

9 

9 

2 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 , 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11 

13 

20 

7 

7 

3 

6 

0 

0 

1 

4 

1 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

25 

K1 

3 

3 1 

1 

2 

1 

3 

1 

4 ' 

1 i 

5 

0 

0 j 

0 

0 

7 

17 

2 

0 

0 ; 

5 ! 

10 

1 

3 1 

1 

4 

2 ! 

14 

0 

0 I 

1 

120 

10 

151 

3 

2 j 

2 

1 

2 

3 

9 i 

1 

4 ; 

2 

12 

1 

10 1 

0 

0 

10 

39 

4 

6 1 

6 

•7 

14 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14 

26 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 | 

0 

o : 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 0 

0 

0 

6 

9 

9 

3 

6 

2 

6 i 

1 

4 

5 

30 

1 

12 . 

0 

0 

21 

67 




AV.HK15 J 




Census Tract 






Units 

per Structure 

ki r.f5f*7mrci 

2 

! 3 

4 


Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

LI 

43 

43 

9 

18 

2 

6 

1 

4- 

2 

22 

22 

9 

18 

1 

3 

0 

0 

3 

11 

11 

6 

12 

2 

6 

1 

4 

4 

40 

40 

5 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5A 

34 

34 

5 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5B 

10 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ml 

12 

12 

n 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

9 

9 

■9 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

7 

7 

19 

38 

1 

3 

0 

0 

4 

20 

20 

5 

10 

0 

0 

0 , 

0 

5A 

6 

6 


2 

0 

0 

0 

0 • 

5B 

41 

41 


14 

1 

3 i 

0 

0 

6 

25 

25 


4 

2 

6 

0 

0 

7 

37 

37 


10 

1 

3 1 

1 

4 

8 

58 

58 


8 

0 

o ! 

0 

0 

9 

■ai 

7 


4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10 

HSI 

11 


0 


0 

0 

0 

11 

49 ! 

49 


2 


3 

3 

12 

N1 

6 

6 

5 

10 


9 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

3 

6 


3 

0 

0 

3 

8 

8 

3 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4 

17 

17 

2 

4 

0 

0 

3 

12 

5A 


7 

3 

6 i 


3 

2 

8 

5B 


13 

2 

4 

H 

3 

0 

0 

6 


7 

5 

10 

:§1 

3 

2 

8 ! 

7 


7 

3 

6 

■9 

3 

0 

0 

8 


4 


14 

mm 

0 

0 

0 

9 


9 


34 

2 

6 

0 

0 I 

10 

10 

10 

Bn 

14 

2 

6 

1 

4 

11 

13 

13 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 1 

12 

22 

22 

3 

6 

1 

3 

0 

0 

13 

12 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o ! 

14 

28 

28 

n 

22 

3 

9 

0 

0 . 

15 

64 . 

64 

7 

14 

0 

0 

1 

4 


5- 

-9 

10 

-19 

20 or 

more 

Total 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

12 

95 

0 

0 

1 

20 


188 

3 

18 

1 

12 

0 

0 


73 

1 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21 

38 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

45 

50 

3 

24 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42 

68 

20 

160 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30 

170 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13 

14 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10 

11 

2 

11 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29 

59 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25 

30 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49 

58 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29 

35 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

21 

45 

75 

l 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

63 

71 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9 

11 

0 

0 

0 

1 o 

0 

0 

11 

11 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54 

66 

5 

29 

1H 

0 

0 

0 

21 

62 

1 

6 

■a 

0 

0 

0 

7 

17 

1 

7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

21 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22 

33 

1 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14 

29 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16 

20 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

28 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11 

16 

1 

5 

1 

11 

0 

0 

13 

34 

3 

17 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31 

66 

7 

39 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27 

73 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13 

13 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26 

31 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

12 

1 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44 

72 


0 


72 


82 

















































Demol It ion- - c ontd 


Census Tract 

Units per Structure | 

Single Family | 

? 1 

3 1 

* i 

5- 

■9 

10-19 ' 



Total I 


Str. 

Unit 

Str. ) 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

01 

17 

17 


18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26 

35 

2 

51 

51 


22 

4 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

66 

85 

3 

33 

33 


2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34 

35 

4 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

5A 

5 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

5 

5B 

22 

1 22 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23 

24 

6 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 ' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8A 

11 

11 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 ! 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11 

11 

8B 

29 

29 

mm 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 ] 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30 

31 

9 

46 

46 

H 

8 

1 

3 

0 

0 j 

0 J 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

51 

57 

PI 


10 


4 

0 

o 1 

0 , 

0 

1 , 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13 

20 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

3A 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

3B 

0 

0 

0 

0 1 

0 

0 ! 

0 

0 

0 i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3C 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 : 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q1A 

28 

28 

7 

14 

2 

6 

1 

4 

0 

0 I 

0 

0 

o I 

0 

38 

52 

IB 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

0 

j 

o ! 

0 

0 1 

j 

0 

0 

1 

4 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning 
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